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ANALYZING CONTEXT/CLIMATE IN SCHOOL SETTINGS--

WHICH 1S WHICH?1:2»3

Gene E. Hall
Teresa Griffin

Research and Development Center for Teacher Educat1on
The University of Texas at Austin

<

The work on contéXt/c]imate seems to have resulted in more
data than variables.

The Research on the Improvement of Practice Program at the Texas R&D
Center has been conducting an in-depth study of nine elementary school
principals in relation to their role as change facilitators. The principé]s
were located in three different school districts in three different parts of
the country. The primary focus of the study is on identifying and analyzing
the "interventions" that principals make in relation to implementation of
particular educational innovations. The study is also exp]orinﬁhihe existence
of three hypothesized change facilitator ;ty1es that, the study principals

represent in varying degrees.

1Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Amer%can Educational
Research Association, New York City, March 1982.

2The research described herein was conducted under contract with the
National Institute of Education. The opinions expresséd are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
Institute of Education. No endorsement by the Natiomal Institute of Educatior
should be inferred.

3The authors wish to acknow]edge the contributions and participation of
“their co-workers in this study: Shirley Hord, Leslie Huling, Mova Washington,
Bi11 Rutherford, Beulah Newlove, Marcia Go]dste1n Terry Needham, Sue Loucks
and Suzie St1ege1bauer We a]so wish to acknow]edge the valuable assistance
that has been so willingly given by the pr1nc1pa1s and teachers who
participated in the studies.
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A problem that the study design had to address was identifying common and
unique characteristics of the school settings and the districts at large that

‘might be affecting the major study variables. Some sort of procedure(s) and

i
!

measurement system(s) were needed for annotating potentially signi%icanp
features of the "context" and documenting basic descriptive information about
each of the school: and their respective districts.
Although identification of the need was reasonably obvious and -straight-

forward, identifying appropriate conceptual and methodo]ogica1p‘resources
turned out to be difficult and time consuming. There is a vast literature on
context/climate/environment/ecology and many ccncepts for which there were
re]atea measures; however, locating measures foi which there were clearly
defined variables as well as basic psychometric properties,wps not easy. .As
Lawrence R. James andpA11an P. Jones point out: |

Organizational climate resea}ch occupies a popular position

in current industrial and organizational psychology. However,

conceptual and operational definitions, measurement techniques,

and ensuing results are highly diverse and even contradictory. -

(James & Jones, 1974, p. 1096).
Our own search of the educational literature suggested that the education
related work on climate is equally undefined and promiges more than iﬁ can
de]iver. In the end, work that had been done in industry and the U.S;\Navy
served as the foundation for how context was handled in our study:

Thus what began as a basic need to develop standard background

information on each of three districts and nine stud; schools turned into a
. major se;rch for conceptual frameworks,'yariab1es and measures, and finally
measurement development activities. Now we can report, with relief, that we
have located some expertise, frameworks that are ogfrationa11y defined}and
measuf’es that have basic psychometric vqua]bities. These ha\;e geen used to

identify and describe basic contextual and climate information. In this

,
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paper we xeport on these frameworks and measures and how they were adapted for

use in séhﬁb] settings.

.In the neXt section a bfief history of the steps that we took t6 identify
concepts and procedures are summarized. Following that is a review of key
literature and then the basic mode]lthdt we are relying on is described. The
different measures that were'deve1oped for asse§sing Psychological Climate and
for describing the districf and school situations are then described. The
papef concludes with illustrations of sample findings and a brief diséussion

P

of possible future app]icdtions.

s

Overview of the Search

The search fog;terms and measures that would have utility in the
Principal-Teacher Interaétion Study extended over an eighteen month period
prior to initiation of the study. The project staff initially reviewed
1iteragdké that was available through ERIC searches and the Center and
University 1fbraries. This review yielded information about the numerous
measures that had beén-deve]oped.and used in various educational studies
during.the last forty years to describe c1{mate and/or context.

To become more“conversant with recent frameworks ﬁnd measures, several
experts were asked to consult with the project staff and to conduct training
seésions based on somé of the more popular models. For example the staff
received training in the Situational Leadership model of B]anchard and Hersey
(1974) and considered whether the measures that had been deveéloped in relation
"to this model could be used in a research study. |

Principal investigators of'recent c]imate and context gﬁudies were
contacted Ahd asked to share their variable definitions and measures. Key
staff from NIE, especially Joe Vaughan and Michael Cohen, shared what other

NIE funded studies were doing. Gradually the search broadened into the

%
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industrial psychology ]iterature.w A key consultant for catalyzing this’
broadening of the sea~ch was Drea Zigarmi of Zigarmi Associates of Escondido,
California, who had just completed an extensive search of the climate
literature. Zigarmi linked the project staff to the seminal piece by James
and Jones (1974) in which they summarized an extensive review, analysis and
critique of the organizational climate literature.

Based on this paper Lawrence James, now of the Georgia Institute of
Technology, was asked to consult with the project staff and explain his work
further. This turned odt to be a key step, since Professor James possesses
extensive knowledge of the literature, and related conceptual and measurement
jssues. He also has a strong quantitative orientation.

The outcome of these diécussions and further readings was the acceptance
of the basic model that James and hjs colleagues have been using. The ﬁroject
staff then used this framework to guide development of three measures that
could be used to assess various -aspects of what can loosely Eé called context.

These measurec are described later in this paper following a review of key

literature.

Review of the Literature

Teacher change does not occur in a vacuum, or entirely "behind closed
doors." New information and skills can provide the impetus for changes in a
teacher's ;1assroom practices, but the physical conditions of the school, its
organizational structure, norms, expectatiohs and other persons'in‘the school
influence and place boundaries on what an individual teacher does. Research
on effective schools has implied that changes in’schoo1 factors will also
improve student learning, but unfortunately there is no stroﬁg°evidence_to

date that shows us how school factors impact upon the classroom (Koehler,

1981).
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The relationships béfWEg;\schoo1 variables and the behavior of teachers
have been investigated ih.numerous studies of school "climate" or "context,"
but a survey of the literatgre shows that tﬁese.terms have not been used in
any uniform way. School ;?‘Late hds been investigated more frequently but
with varying definitions, and it has not been consistently distinguished from
school structure or context. The educational research and staff development
iiterature has ‘not been unique in }ts confusion over these concepts; it has
generally reflected trends in industrial psychology and organizational
development literature. A brief review of the literature that has addressed
the context or the climate of schools and other organizations will illustrate
.the prob]ep. | ’ |

Structure. Severa],]arge-éca]e, cross-sectional surveys, notably the

Coleman report on Equality of Educational Opportunity (1966), have

investigated the relationships between spécific organizational characteristics
and educational outcomes.. These early reports concentrated on structural
attributes cof the school, such as school facilities, staff characteristics,
and curriculum. The structure of the individual school has been described
‘more recently by a staff deve]oper/researche} as including "fhe overt
structure of activities, séttings, and schedules and the latent or hidden
structure of the informa]hru1es, conventions, norms, and expectations that
 define acceptable behavior (Miller, 1980, p. 168)." On the other hand, the
latent structure referred to here is elsewhere used as a school climate
variable. Other reports have Osed student characteristics or school
organization as proxies for school c11m§tg (Anderson, 1970; 0'Rei11y, 1975).
Climate. The major attempf to define and test the concept of school

.organizationa1 climate has been the creation of the Organizational Climate

Description Questionnaire (OCDQ) (Halpin & Croft, 1953). The questionnaire

\
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uses teachers' responses to Likert-type itemS‘about group characteristics and
leader characteristics to fit a school into one of six orgahizationa] climate
"types." The 0CDQ has been widely used as.a descriptive tool, but neither the
empirical work demanded for validation nor the conceptualization for theory
construction has been fully deve]oped or internally consistent.

| Subsequent studies refer to schoo] "climate" to describe the general

atmosphere' pervading the school. For example one factor accounting for
differences in effectiveness among schools is described as "a school climate
conducﬁive to learning; that is, a sefe and orderly school relatively free of
discipline and vandalism prob]emsd (Cohen, p. 59GS). Otuer researchers are
more specific about what they mean by climate. Brookover and his colleagues
define schoo] climate as:

A compos1te of variables as defined and perceived by the members of

this group. These factors may be broadly conceived as the norms of

the social system and expectations held for various members as

perceived by the members of the group and communicated to members *

of the group (Brookover et al., 1973, p. 302).

The, social structure involves the formalized administrative structured

~

classroom organi;atibn énd time allocation, thebcheracteristies of role
definitions with;n the school, and the pattern of relationships between
stﬁdents and teacmers (Brookover et a].; 1979, p. 14).- The1r research
distinguishes between school climate, schooﬁ social inputs, and school
structure. Social inputs are such- things as mean teacher salary,
teacher-pupil ratio, school size, teachers' experiences, edbcation; fenure in
the school, and average daily attendance.! The authors make valuable
distinctions, but their distinctions were not in common usage in the
educational research community and were‘pub1jshed after the CBAM project had

developed a framework based on the “industrial psychology literature.

Turning to the organizational psycho1ogy literature, we found that here

E)
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also’ "climate researchers were confused as to whether climate was an
organizat%ona] attribute or an individual attribute" (Guion, 1973). In a
review- of the organizational climate theor} Lawrence'QaﬁeS'and Allan Jones,
then of the Institute of. Behavioral Research at Texas Christian University
found three sepérate but not mutually exclusive approacﬁés to defining and

measuring‘ organizational climate., ,The authors have designated these

‘approaches as the"multiple nmasufement-organizationa1 attribute: approach"

which regards organizational climate exc]usive1y as a set of organizational
attributes; the "perceptual-measurement organiiatiaﬁa1'attribute approach"
which views organizational c]imgte'as a set of perceptual variables which are
still seen as organizational éttributes; and the "perceptual measuremént- )
individual attribute apprbachﬁ which views \organizationa1 climate as

perceptual and as an individual attribute (1974, ?096-1097). Their review

showed that in the general body of literature, as in the education specific

literature, climate héd been used as a global or suﬁmary concept and tended to
dupl{cate other characteristics referred to as context, st}ucture, process or
pérceptions." |

In cénc]usiﬁn, James and Jones éuggested distinctions that proved useful
for the CBAM broject in concéptua1izing the context/climate of schools. »They

recommended that a differentiation be made between climate as an

organizational attribute and climate as an individual attribute. The term

"organizationai climate refers to organizational attributes, main effects, or

stimuli while psychological climate refers to individual attributes, namely

the intervening psychological process whereby the individual translates the

(e

interaction between perceived organizational attributes and individual

characteristics into a set of expectancies, attitudes, behaviore, ctc. {James

& Jones, 1974, p. 1110).




A Model

»

For the study the decision was made to define climate and contextual

.8 AN

~variables in ways that would be consistent with the work that James and Jones

had been doing in indistrial and military settings. Many of their-variables -
. . . G

were generic to any type of ,organization and the overall assumptions and

fermino]opy are’1iterature based and have an interna1~cdnsistency. In

addifion;'the emphasis on defining climate in‘terms of the individual was

parsimonious with the ;ssumptions bf the Concerns-Based Adoption Mode] which E
" underlies our study! ) ‘ a
The basic model and variables are as follows:

v

PC = f (S, P, PxS, RI)~
-

.

where,"

PC stands for psychological climate and "is the cluster of variables
that describe the individuals' perception of their organization.

S represents the situation, which includes the various structures,
processes, system values, norms, and the physical environment.

P symbolizes characteristics of the person, including persona]ity;
demographic and experiential variables.

“n

RI signifies the reciprocal interaction that occurs when the
individual's perception of the climate influences S, P, or PxS.

Basi;a}]y James and his associates have proposed that an individual's
perceptibn of organizational attributes is a function of the Setting (s),
characteristics'of the Person (P), interactions betweS?Jtheﬁperson and
situation (PxS), and the reciprocal interaction (RI) that rgsu]ts from the
persdn's perceptions of the organ{zation inf]uencing.values of the other
vectofs (1980).

With this framework a distinction is made between the individual's

perception of 6rganizationa1 attributes (PC), and the composite organizational
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climate, which refers'to o;ganizationa1 attributes,’aﬁE(;an be representedbby

summing the indivj.d‘ual PC's (1_9'79); By . |
As with any mode] this oﬁejoffers particu]ar strengths and potential

,weaknesses For our research needs~it offered several sa11ent strengths

’

There was a research base, the specific var1ab1es and the vectors had been
def1ned and re]ated/ohe to the other. There were measurts avajlable for o
assessing'PG\and we could envision a strategy to use in assessing ?. An
additienal merit of this model was that it addressed many of the intuitive
feelings and field experiences that the project staff had beenidescribing
ddring the extended search for climate/context variables and measures.

”

Measurement Approaches

5

Once the array of va#1ab1es that could be measured were identified then
/:measurement development” began Fortunate]y, James was able to offer us :
extensive lists of PC variab]es that had been <hown to be mean1ngfu1‘1n past
research and to sogéest questionnamre jtems that could be used for measuring
them: By adapting Jones' items to eoucationa1 settings and 1noorporatfng
items for .some variab]es from previously developed educatibnal climate

measures, a prototype 17 sca]e PC measure took shape and was g1ven the name,

;Schoo1 Ecology Survey. ' i

Developing a measurement procedure to assess S:was more interesting. Né
measures were available for this one. The various components that James and”
Jones (1974) had identified (see Figure 1) were reviewed. Those’ 1tems that
were considered relevant to the study“were identified and some additional
variables were aoded by the staff. Two primary data sources seemed to be most

related to assessing these variables, the school building and the central
. ‘ » ’

office. Further, it was clear that obtaining these data required a "fair

e,
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. CONTEXT STRUCTURE PROCESS
—)
Goals and Objectives . Size Leadership
-+ Ownership and Control Centralization of Decision Making Communication
Charter (dncrsn!y of mls.sxon) Configuration Control ~
Dcpendcncc : . | Speciatization Conflict Resolution
Resources Standardization of Procedurcs ‘]K Change
Age ) " Formalization of Procedures Coordination
Function o Interdependence* of Subsystems , ¢ Selection
3 Level of Technology s " e N Socialization
: / ’ . Reward
- . § . Decision Making
N . ! Status and Powsr Rclationships
H . \ - B
¥ roe
- *
* “PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT hS SYSTEMS VALUES AND NORMS [
AL
Phy'sical Space Characteristics " *Conformity . N ,
- (Tempcerature, Lighting, Sound, e!c) Rationality A >
Personncl Protection Prcdic!abiliiy * . . ’
Remotencss Impersonality
Environment Hazards . Loyalty . -
Space Restrictions and Confinement Reciprocily , v
Endurance Demands ~ Adherence to Ch:nn of Command ‘
Environmental Stresses Yocal (Cosmopol.tan) Orientation
. Programmed (Unprogrammed) Approaches
to Problem Sglving, etc. . . &
T a
Ficvae 1, Components of situational variance ia the total organization, major subsystems, and /. ., k groups. : .
From: James, L. R. & Jones, A."P. Organizational climate: A review of theory and research.
Psychological Bulletin, 1974, 81(12), 1096-1112, ~
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witness" or independent observer.
These are not perceﬁtual variables, rather they are more factual

statements of what is true for a particular setting. As a result it was
. <
decided that much of the information would be collected ‘directly by the

research staff from first hand observation, review of school and district

documents and asking specific questions of reasonably objective on-site

informants. To record the S findings two survey 1ogs were developed, the

District Survey and theABuilding Survey. .

P was assessed along one dimension only, Stages of Concern about the .

[~ innovation (Hall & George 1978). The study was designed to assess the e
concerns of the teachers and the principal in’relation to their roles in

i
Lot

imp]ementation; the measures already existed. Some additional personal and

RN
‘

demographic 1nformation were «a1so co]]ected - -

: /PxS is not a variable ‘that is measured directly. Bather this 1is an
analys1s juestion tnat_Js addressed by hypothes1zing how different kinds of
persons will pereeive the organization-when placed in different situations.
For'exampiej if pe?sons who .have high management concerns are placed iP a high
structure situation they are more iikeiy to‘have nigh morale than if’they are
placed in a 1ow'structure situation. - Various scenarios of this type are
hypothesized and tyen can be tested empirically as Jones, James, Bruni,

LHornick and Sells (1979) have done The Rec1proca1 Interaction 1s also not
" measured directly but inferred from how values on particular variables change

1’ elsewhere in the equation. The measures are described in more detail in the

next section of ihis paper.

Climate Questionnaire Construction

James and Jones identified 35 composite variables that "had been shown by

previous reséarch to be internally consistent, psychologically meaningful

11




measures of the work environment" (James and Jones, 1979) and developed a

questionnaire that has been used and validated in studies of the peirceptions
of c11mate of f1ref1ghters, navy m1csh1pmen, and health care professionals.

The variables represent character1st1cs of an individual's job and role',
<

workgroup, organization, and the leadership of his or her supervisor. Fifteen
of these variables and two additional variables that were thought to have
special relevance:in schools settings were se1ected to use in our prototype
questionnatre. The variables were:

Role Ambiguity
Role Conflict
Job Autonomy
Job Importance
Job Pressure
‘Leader Support
Leader Goal Emphasis
Leader Work Facilitation ¢
Leader Interaction Facilitation
10. Leader Upward Interaction
11. Leader Confidence and Trust in Teachers
12. Workgroup Cooperation, Friendliness and Warmth
~ 13. Openness of Expression
14. Esprit de Corps
15. Planning and Effectiveness
16. Decision-Making Characteristics
17. Student Characteristics o T

{
The next step was to design the Psychological Climate Questionnaire for

OO~NO O HWN —

use in the PTI Study. . The fina1‘measure is called the School Ecology Survey.

Five questionnaires prov1ded 1tems for the Survey 0r§anizationa1 Climate

Questionnaire (James, 1980) DDAE/CRITERIA (Culvert & Hoban, 1973), Building’

Questionnaire (DESSI, 1979), Trouble Shooting Checklist (Manning, 1976), and .
- 5 ) » :
School Climate Questionnaire (Fox 1974). -A total of 211 1tems from these

questionnaires were initially sorted by staff members accord1ng to the 17

variables. The Organizational Climate Quest1onna1re had already been. sorted -

o7
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by James and Jonds during validation of the instrument, a;d these scales were
maintained. A1l staff members were asked to look at the definition of éach
variable and choose the five items that s/he felt would be the best measures
| of fhat definition; some rew&rding of items and moving of items between |
variables were allowed. The entire staff then met to come to consensus on 5
items per scale. The prototype questiornaire was finalized, and administered
to teachers in the PTI study. An examp1e¢gage from the questionnaire is

included as Figure 2.

Validation of the Climate Questionnaire. An initial factor analysis was

performed on 85 items targeted to the 17 variables that the items were thought
to measure. Based dg\this factor analysis 22 individual items from different
scales were dropped and four items were moved from the initially targeted
variables. The items in two scales, Leader Upward Interaction and Job

Pressure, did not consistently fall into the targeted scales or any other

scale; the Qecision was made to write new items for these two scales.

At this poinf several tests were done on the remaining 56 items/15
s§a1es; First, each staff member rated how they thought the teachers in their
assigned sphoo1 would respond to the SE§ variables, using a 3 point scale and
referring %o the James and Jones (1979),definitions of the variables. The
rgsearchers consid;red the task difficult. On a school by school correlation
of the researcher rankings with the actual responses, five.researchers agreed
with the aggregated school scores with a 5% significance level on a 2-tail
probability test (Figﬁre 3). Only one researcher was completely off-base in
the assessment; on looking more closely at the data for that school, it
appgared that the intermediate and primary teachers formed two distinct

subgroups in their school and they answered the questions quite differently.
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11.

12.

13.

Figure 2

Section IV

For each of the next group of items, choose one of the following answers:

1. Strenalv disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neither agres nor disagras 4. Agree 5.

It is up to me to decide how my job should best be done.
My work is highly important.
It is easy to get my ideas across to my principal.

Amost all students in this school achieve their potential.

In my school, the principal respects the opinions and beliefs

of teachers.

I do things in my werk that are likely to be accepted by some

and not accepted by others.

In my school, both principal and teachers participate in
making decisfions which qj;ect the school.

I have influence on the dec1s1ons within the school which
directly affect me.

Teachers in this schoo] are "alive;" they are interested in
1ife around them; they are doing 1nterest1ng things outside
of school. .

In my sctool, the principal‘promotes openness in the staff.
When important decisions are made about the programs in the
school, I personally have heard about the plan beforehand
and have been involved in some of the -discussions.

In my school, meetings are such that persons can engage in
an open and frank discussion of issues.

Teachers in this school are "out in front," seeking better
ways of teaching and learning.

CBAM Project

Research and Development Center for Teacher Education

The University of Texas at Austin
Copyright 1981

14

Strongly agree
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Site
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Figure 3

RESEARCHER-SCHOOL VALIDITY CORRELATTIONS BY SITE

Corr
.638
.350
.648

-.018

.446
.533
.787
.541
.277

15

Prob
.007
.10
.006
.476
.055
.025
.001

.023
169
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Because these scores were aggregated, the researcher Was unable to judge ho
the whole group would respond.

On a correlation test of the agreement between researcher judgment and
teacher responses on each variable, the researcher/response corre]at1ons on
Variables 3, 11, 12, 13, 16 and 17 ranged from 680 to .894, show1ng
significance at a 5% probability level (Figure 4). The correlations on
variables, 6, 7, 8, and'14 ranged from .582 to .641, showing a significant
correlation at a 10% probability level.

Another test on the first version of the SES was to check for internal
consistency. A factor ana]ys1s was executed on the 13 varlab1es {variables 1
and 2 were combined; variable 17 was not done because it had only two good
items). Reliability estimates (coefficient alpha) for these variables range
from .59 to .91 (Figure 5).

Refinement. The SES has a conceptually ébund structure wifb 54‘items

measuring 15 variables. The next step in refinement has been to construct

completely new items for 2 variables and to add items to two otlier variables,

so-that each variable has 3-5 jtems. As a next step a new sample of teachers
will be asked to respond to the revised questionnaire for revalidation

purposes. If the scales hold then scoring procedures can be developed.

Situation Surveys Construction

Situationé] variables reflect what is actually occurring in the
organization, in contrast to climate variables, which reflect the meaning
ascribéd to the situation by ind%vidua]s. James and Jones 21974) proposed
these five domains of the Sifuation:

1. Context, the setting in which the organization develops;

2. Structure, the more enduring characteristics of an organization
and their systematic relationships to each other;

167
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Figure 4 ?

RESEARCH-SCHOOL VALIDITY CORRELATIONS BY VARIABLE

Variable Corr ' 2-tail Prob
1,2 P .269 485
3 .894 | .001
4 .006 .998
6 .641 .063

.582 .100

.635 .066

9 ' . .549 126

n .691 .039

12 .869 .002

13 .680 - 044

14 " 632 .068

15 .195 615

| 16 .847 .004

17 .725 .027

el
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Figure 5

INTERNAL RELIABILITY BY VARIABLE

Variable : Correlation

1,2 , .59

3 77

4 | .74

6 .77

B 7 | | RE
8 | .84

» 9 | .75
11 ' .82

12 | ’ 86

13 ‘ . 01

u 77

15 .68

16 | .89

18 <




3. Process, the day—to-day behaviors in the organization;'

4, Systems Norms, expectations regarding how 1nd1v1dua1s should
behave in the organization; and

5. Physical Environment.

Figure 1 delineates the components of each domain. Thesé domains could be
"meaSUred at the group, subsystem or organizational level. For the purposes of
our study, we deve]oped’two questionnaires, the School Situation Survey$and
the District Situation Survey. ”

In developing the surveys, we took each of the five domains and
identified operational variables in school settings which could be used to
de;cribé each component within the doma}n. For example, to describe
"Resources" within the domain of "Context," we selected the variables of
per-pupil expenditures and proportions of funding frcm federal, state and
local revenue sources.

During the process of operationalizing the variables, we differentiated
between district variap]es and school variables; many of the variables
paralleled each other in the final questionnaire. We then used these
variables to devise two separate questionnaires, one for the district (44
items) and one for the schoo1 (100 itehs). Some of the components proved more
difficult to quantify than others. For example, Decision-Making and
Communication, as oppased to Size or Physical Space Characteristics. For

K}

these, descriptive responses to the items were allowed.

Use‘of Situation Surveys in PTI S{tuﬂ. The two questionnai—res"vere used

in the PTD study to document the Situation in nine elementary schools and in

three distgjzzgk\\The primary researchers for each district and for each

schcol were given fﬁe\surveys midway into the data collection year and were
AN

asked to have them compTEtgg\ii\the end of the -last visit to the research

site.
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. The primary sourge -of factual data on the school level was the school

principal. District level informants included an assistant superintendent for

curriculum and instruction, two directors of staff development,-~a director of

evaluation, .and other administrative personnel. Most of the data in the
domain of Systems Norms and some Process data were observed by the research
staff and documented using ethnog?aphic techniques.

The Situation Surveys will be used to compare and contrast situational
data across schoels and across districts.' Plans are to use the data to
- provide uniform backgroqﬂdﬁdescriptions in case studies of each school and
distritt, While it was difficult torgain access to some data, the surveys
heiped researchers in avoiding misperceptions about the schools and assisted
us in avoiding over]ookjng pertinent facts about a school. Two examples serve
to illustrate the usefulness of the surveys. ‘

The School Situation Survey required the researcher to observe
physical conditions around the school that could create
environmental stresses. One school was located at a street
intersection that had a four-way stop sign. The school was at

the edge of an industrial trucking center; the traffic noise
certainly had an effect on instruction and learning in the

school building, which was set back from the street only a few
yards. However, the researcher, prior to focusing on completion
of the Situation Survey, had blocked the noise from his conscious-
ness in order to conduct interviews, and had no i noticed
the noise level.

In another school, several teachers singled out the racial
diversity of the Student population as an important contextual
factor in the school; on the other hand, the principal did not
perceive the racial composition of the student body as a unique
factor in the school. The Situation Survey asked for a
breakdown of the racial backgrounds of the students; the data
vevealed that while the overall number of non-English speaking
children was not significant, these children were clustered at
the lower grade levels, causing an impact on the primary level
teachers in particular..




Distussion

Climate is : multivariate, multi-concept area and should be viewed and
treated accordQng1y. It is difficult and complex to.define variables and to
_deve1op frameworks in this area. Many of the measures, even some of those -
wfih widespread use, do not have psychometric rigor or even psychometric
information on reliahility and validity available. |

In addition, so called climate measures are not always related to defined
variables. Thus documenting context as a backdrop.fOr the study of prihcipa1s
as change facilitators has.been problematic. We found the work of James and
his,assoéiates”torbg well thought out, with psychqmet}ic rigor, and adaptabie

to our research needs.

We are optimisthc about the potential of the School Ecology Survey to

assess Psychological Climate. The approach that was developed to document the

situation was also successful. With further development and trial the

o -

measures may prove to be qhite useful.

Conceptualizing and then documenting the situation.in the way we did was
‘unique, instructive and allowed us tc make cross district and cross school
comparisons of our study‘variables. Completing the District Sgrvey and the
Schooi Survey for each site provided a way to systematically collect the same
basic information about.each site. o ; o

We plan to continﬁe 6ur expiorafions of context and to refine the

measurement procedures that we have been using. We invite others to try these

techniques and to offer improvements.




References

N

Anderson, G. Effects of classroom social climate on individual learning.
American Educational Research Journal, March 1970, 7, 135-152.

Brookover, W. B., Schweitzer, J. H., Schneider, J. M, Beady, C. H., Flood,*P. K.,
& Wisenbaker, J. M. Elementary school social climate and school achievement. -
American Educational Research Journal, 1978, 15(2), 301-318.

Building work/C1imaté Questionnaire. Study of Dissemination Efforts for the
Support of School Improvement. Andover, Mass.: The Network, 1978.

., .Cohen, M. Effective schools: What the research says. 'Today's Education,
April-May, 1981, 58GS-61GS.

Cd]eman, J., Campbell, E., Hobson, C., McPartland, J., Mood, A., Weinfeld,"F.,
& York, R. Equality of educational opportunity. Washington, D.C.: U. S.
Government Printina Office, 1966.

Culver, C.. M., & Hoban G. J. (Eds.). The power to change: Issues for the
innovative educator. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1973.

Fox, R., et al. Diagnosﬁnq professidﬁa] climate of schools. Fairfax, Va.:
¥ MTL Learning Resources Corp, Inc., 1973.

Guicn, P. M. A note on organizational climate. QOrganizational Behavior and
Human Performance, 1973, 9, 120-125.

|

) |
Hall, G. E., Rutherford, W. I.., & George, A. A. Measuring stages of concern
about the innovation: A manual for use with the stages of concérn question-
naire. Austin: Research and Development Center for Teacher Education, The
University of Texas, 1977.

"Halpin, A., & Croft, D. The organizational climate of schools. Chicago: Mid-
west Administrative Center, University of Chicago, 1963.

Hersey, P. & Blanchard, K.  So you want to know your leadership style?, Training
and Development Journal, February, 1974, 1-16.

James;.L. R. Psychological climate: An overview. Unpublished manuscript, 1980. P

James, L. R., & Jones, A. P. Organizational climate: A review of theory and
research. Psychological Bulletin, 1974, §lj12), 1096-1112.

Jones, A. P., James, L. R., Bruni, J. R., Hornick, C. W., & Sells, S. B.
Psychological climate: Dimensions and relationships of individual and
aggregated work environment perceptions. Organizational Behavior and
Human Performance, 1979, 23, 201-259.

Koehler, V. Effective schools research and teacher change. Paper preseqted
at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Los Angeles, 1981.




v

Manning, B. A. vThe "trouble-shooting" checklist (TSC) for school-based
settings. Austin: Research and Development Center for Teacher Education,

The University of Texas, 1976.

Miller, L. BTES: Implications for preservice education of teachers. In C.
Denham & A. Lieberman (Eds.), Time to learn. Washington, D.C.: u. S.
Department of Education, National Institute of Education, May l980, .

159-172. :

0'Reilly, R. Classroom climate and achievement in secondary school mathematics
" classes. Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 1975, 21, 241-248.




